Introduction
comparisons, we applied the Benjamini-Hochberg correction to determine significance 1 8 8 (Benjamini et al., 2001) . For all significant differences (p < 0.05) we also report the effect sizes During Day 1 acclimation there were no significant within-subjects effects of context or any interaction effect on baseline freezing or erratic movement behaviors. HSB fish froze no other significant between-subjects effects or interaction effects for freezing, nor any for
erratic movements (all p > .05; Figure S3 )
During the training phase (Day 2), fish that received alarm substance showed a behavior (LSB) fish exposed to distilled water (DI) or alarm substance (AS). Points represent 2 0 5 mean ± 1 standard error. * indicates p < .05 for within-treatment group comparison. and erratic movements (F 1, 55 = 11.77, p = .001, η p²= .18) compared to DI water ( Figure S4 ).
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There were no other significant between-subjects effects or interaction effects for the 2 0 9
unconditioned fear response (all p > .05). In the conditioned fear response period, there was a increased freezing across the four trials at a faster rate than the DI control group (Figure 1 ). For standard error in the conditioned context and neutral context. * indicates p < .05. fish. HSB fish exposed to alarm substance froze significantly more than LSB fish at trial two 
(A) 
(A) Figure 3 ) post-training. In the alarm substance, but not the DI water group, While it is essential for animals to encode and recall salient experiences, it is unclear how 2 4 7 different stress coping strategies may influence the use of contextual information to predict and We are grateful to D. Revers and A. Park for zebrafish husbandry. We thank A. Goodman and S. 
